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Analysis of the Challenges and Opportunities of
Hydrokinetic Turbine Development Affecting the
US Army Corps of Engineers

by David L. Smith, John M. Nestler, Richard Styles, and Brian Tetreault

BACKGROUND: National energy policy supports increased development of green (renewable)
energy to lessen dependence on petroleum-based fuels and reduce their attendant environmental
impacts. One family of renewable energy technologies experiencing increased national interest is
hydrokinetic turbines. Hydrokinetic turbines include systems that convert waves, tides, and river
flow (without impoundment) into electric energy. River hydrokinetic turbines (hereafter referred to
as kinetic energy turbines (KETs)) were the focal point of a recent workshop, although hydro-
kinetic turbines in estuarine or coastal settings may also impact US Army Corps of Engineers
(USACE) missions.

This document summarizes a two-day interagency workshop that was convened at the US Army
Engineer Research and Development Center (ERDC) on 29 February 2012. The workshop was
attended by representatives of the US Geological Survey; Fish and Wildlife Service; National Park
Service; Department of Energy (DoE: Oak Ridge, Pacific Northwest, and Sandia National
Laboratories); US Coast Guard; USACE Headquarters; USACE New Orleans District; Mississippi
State University; and ERDC’s Environmental Laboratory (EL) and Coastal and Hydraulics
Laboratory (CHL). A complete list of attendees can be found in Appendix A. Recorders at the
workshop summarized information from both the presentations and ensuing discussions. This
Technical Note succinctly synthesizes information developed during the workshop, capturing
major discussion points and conclusions. This information was analyzed to identify challenges
such as internal communication shortcomings, external coordination requirements, and critical
technology gaps. By addressing these challenges, USACE is poised to effectively execute its
Federal responsibilities in support of the national green energy policy. Additionally, a consistent
roadmap of USACE expectations and requirements that can be used by developers when they enter
the “one door to the Corps” will expedite the national goal of green energy.

Purpose and objectives. The purpose of the workshop was to describe institutional and
technology issues facing USACE as the Nation proceeds with development of KETs. The
workshop was structured to meet the following specific objectives:

1) Summarize ongoing research and development at Federal laboratories and elsewhere that
would be of interest to the attendees. Specifically, describe hydrokinetic energy develop-
ment status and assess the likelihood of implementation in the short term (1-2 years) and
long term (more than 2 years).

2) Identify potential mission actions (Regulatory, permitting, and coordination) with which
USACE should engage. A critical question that the workshop attempted to address was, “Is
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adequate information being developed now to address anticipated permitting data
requirements?”’

3) List and briefly describe critical research and development needs to address unresolved
navigation, flood risk management, and environmental issues.

Workshop organization. The KET workshop was organized into two sessions to meet the
objectives listed above. Day 1 was an open session in which speakers from different agencies
presented information on issues or emerging technologies specifically to address Objective 1
(Technology Status and Needs Assessment). Day 2 was restricted to USACE attendees and
featured perspectives of different mission areas addressing Objective 2 (Mission Status and
Needs Assessment). Discussion of present, emerging, and anticipated issues and needs of
specific interest to USACE was encouraged. Findings from the Day 1 presentations and the Day
2 discussions were integrated to address Objective 3.

WORKSHOP SUMMARY
Day 1-Technology Status and Needs Assessment

Presentation summary. After a brief introduction by the conveners, Day 1 of the workshop
began with 10-minute presentations by USACE business line managers for navigation (James
Walker), hydropower (Kamau Sadiki), and Regulatory (Amy Klein). These presentations were
critical because the corporate perspectives of each speaker structured the second day of
deliberations.

For clarity and brevity, the rest of the presentations are not described in the sequence in which they
were given, but rather in the order of how they contributed to the overall narrative. The actual
sequence of presenters and their titles can be seen in Appendix B (Workshop Agenda). The
following summary is included to describe the general flavor of the presentations. Detailed notes
taken during the presentations can be reviewed in Appendix C and copies of the slides can be
found in Appendix D. Mr. Stephen Bowler of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC)
summarized the mission responsibilities of his agency, the FERC license process, and the agency
interfaces (with emphasis on USACE interfaces) typically required for the hydropower licensing
process. Department of Energy (DoE) representatives (Drs. Neary, Jepsen, and Grippo, and Mr.
Weiland) from four national laboratories (Oak Ridge, Sandia, Argon, and Northwest Pacific,
respectively) gave coordinated presentations providing a comprehensive overview of how the DoE
hydrokinetic program was distributed and implemented within their agencies. They also
summarized the status of hydrokinetic turbine development of many types (not just KETs), the
different types of applications, the status of tools that could be used to describe or assess the
operation and performance of KETs, and the types of environmental impacts that could be
anticipated. Dr. Alex Haro of the USGS gave a presentation on studies, both ongoing and
anticipated, describing likely physical effects of KETs on different species and life stages of fishes.
Dr. William (Bill) McAnally of Mississippi State University summarized fundamental effects of
kinetic energy extraction on the hydraulic regime of an open river. He then connected a suite of
issues of importance to USACE to these fundamental effects. Mr. Randy Thoreson of the NPS
presented his agency’s perspective on KETs progressing from identification of impacts to their
likely direct and indirect effects on recreation and other social dimensions. George Detweiler of the
US Coast Guard summarized his agency’s roles and responsibilities in KET development. Paul
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Hartfield summarized studies conducted by his agency and colleagues at Mississippi State
University describing how microhabitat associations of the endangered pallid sturgeon could be
affected by KETs. Will Veatch and Brenda Archer of the New Orleans District jointly presented a
summary of their agency’s experience dealing with the complex array of technical, coordination,
and permitting issues associated with KETs. Their presentation was particularly valuable because
the New Orleans District is one of the first USACE districts dealing with what may become a
major increase in KET inquiries.

Day 1 summary. A number of important conclusions about KET environmental impacts and
the tools to assess them were developed during the workshop.

Conclusions about environmental impacts associated with KETs can be separated into two
categories: geophysical and biochemical effects versus the effects on higher trophic levels. Most
geophysical effects and some biochemical effects can be inferred from Figure 1 (from the
presentation by Dr. Bill McAnally). This figure compares average cross-section hydraulic
conditions (depth and velocity) at cross sections both with and without a 10% kinetic energy
extraction base-lined to the hydraulic control structure located at 0 m. A change in hydraulic
characteristics of the magnitude shown in Figure 1 produces a cascade of effects. First, the
reduction in energy slope will increase water surface elevations as well as alter the erosion and
deposition regime in the wake of each KET. In the longer term, shifts in the erosion and deposition
regime (and debris loading) to a new equilibrium in an array has the potential to affect channel
geomorphology and flow pattern. These alterations in the geophysical environment affect water
quality patterns in the short term by altering residence times of constituents. In the long term, the
alterations affect those parts of water quality patterns that are coupled to sediment dynamics. The
effects of KETs on geophysical variables and water quality dynamics generally described above
(plus other effects that are more direct and therefore easier to understand) can be connected to
higher trophic levels in a marine environment using conceptual models, either for a single KET
(Figure 2) or an array of KETs (Figure 3).

The precise magnitude and extent of potential impacts will be determined by flow, season,
number of units and their distribution, local hydrology and geomorphology, degree of existing
river infrastructure (e.g., levees, dams, and harbors) and other site-specific factors. More precise
forecasts and assessments of impacts are difficult to quantify without additional detailed
information. However, the potential impact of an extraction of 10% of the kinetic energy of river
flow can be analytically shown to have a substantial impact on a number of important flow
variables (Figure 2) that, in turn, affect other resource categories. Figures 2 and 3 depict effects
of KETs in a marine environment; however, conceptually similar effects can be expected in
estuarine and river environments.

Evaluations of the accuracy of tools to forecast and assess the environmental effects of KETs
varied by discipline. Physics-based models (both numerical and physical modeling tools) are
relatively mature in their development, so that relatively robust statements can be made about
impacts on the geophysical environment, although a few unresolved issues remain. For example,
it is difficult to include the small-scale hydraulic effects of individual turbine blades within
larger-scale modeling efforts that must simulate conditions within a spatial domain many
kilometers in length.
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Figure 1. Upstream effects from a hypothetical hydraulic

control structure at 0 m comparing with and
without KETs. Note substantial effects on
energy slope, average velocity, and flow depth
for a uniform channel where Q=10,000 m-3
sec-1, roughness (n)=0.025, bottom slope =
0.0001, KE coefficient = 1, tailwater depth =

3 m, and kinetic energy extraction = 10%. Note
the substantial upstream effects of kinetic
energy extraction on river depth and velocity,
which affects stage-discharge relationships and
conveyance of sediments and nutrients.
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Figure 2. Conceptual model of expected impacts of a single KET deployment in a marine environment.
Conceptually similar effects can be anticipated in estuarine or riverine environments. The
conceptual model does not include construction impacts (taken from a presentation by
Dr. Mark Grippo).

The relative maturity of physics-based forecasting tools mean that a number of alternative
approaches may be available for each application. Unfortunately, experience has shown that
applicants are typically supported by their own cadre of modeling professionals, each using
different, often proprietary, models. To avoid confusion and expedite the licensing process, there is
value in establishing “reference models” to address specific aspects of the geophysical effects of
KETs. Each reference model will include documentation of state variables, appropriate boundary
conditions, and relevant time and space scales to adequately address specific geophysical effects.
These public-domain models can be used to develop baseline costs of energy and to identify cost
reduction pathways. They will be based on generic KET designs commonly used in high kinetic
energy environments and based on real data. With this approach, both applicant and regulator can
be assured that best science is used when an applicant chooses a model with attributes similar to
the reference model. Geophysical uncertainties still exist that limit the forecast accuracy of
physics-based models. For example, the degree to which the structures (posts, reinforcements, and
cabling systems) used to deploy KETs are subject to debris loading is unknown. These unknown
factors create uncertainties about the effects of debris loads on hydraulic characteristics and fluvial
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geomorphology response. FERC encourages relatively small-scale pilot studies to address local
physical impacts of individual KETs. At the larger scale, monitoring of effects based on the tenets
of adaptive management is required to address population, community, and ecosystem-level
impacts.
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Figure 3. Conceptual model of expected impacts of an array of KETs deployed in a marine
environment. Conceptually similar effects can be anticipated in estuarine or riverine
environments. The conceptual model does not include construction impacts (taken from a
presentation by Dr. Mark Grippo).

Ecological response models are less mature than physics-based models, particularly for effects that
are longer-term or far-field in nature. A number of concerns were identified by Dr. Paul Hartman
of the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) on impacts of living resources that should be
addressed by field studies. There are also a large number of water quality, population, and
community models that could be used to forecast and assess impacts of KETs at various time and
space scales. It is beyond the purview of this technical note to discuss them in detail. However,
several presenters at the workshop expressed interest and/or presented coordination plans for the
use of the Numerical Fish Surrogate (NFS) family of models. These models were developed at
ERDC to address direct impacts (e.g., blade strike) and indirect effects (e.g., alteration in
movement behavior) on various fish species. There appeared to be a consensus that the NFS type
of models should be developed to more efficiently evaluate some aspects of the environmental
impacts of KETs. This family of high-fidelity models can be used in conjunction with monitoring



data of different scales and high fidelity
Computational Fluid Dynamics (CFD)
modeling. This combination provides the
fine-scale resolution necessary to address
many of the more difficult ecological ques-
tions associated with KET development.

USACE institutional involvement in KET
development is clearest from a Regulatory
standpoint (see summary in Text Box A).
KET developers require both Section 10
(Rivers and Harbors Act 33 U.S.C. 403) and
Section 404 (Clean Water Act) permits and
both USACE permitting actions are typically
coordinated with FERC as the lead agency. In
addition, USACE internal coordinating
activities are conducted from the perspective
of the KET EIS to ensure that issues associ-
ated with major USACE mission responsi-
bilities are addressed.
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TEXT BOX A: Summary of Existing USACE
Permit Process
Required USACE Permits:

* Section 10 (Rivers & Harbors Act of
1899)—structures / work affecting course,
location, or condition of Navigable Waters

* Section 404 (Clean Water Act) -
discharges of dredged or fill material into
waters of the United States

USACE (MVN) Process (FERC as lead Agency)

* Pre-application Consultation (optional)

* Permit Application Submission

* Review of Permit App (incl. Public
Interest Review)

e Permit Decision

Internal USACE Coordination
* Navigation and Hydropower
Public Interest Review of KET EIS

*  Water Quality
One of the most important findings from the *  Wetlands
workshop was the sheer number of proposed * Fish and Wildlife
KETs for the Lower Mississippi River. Fields * Navigation
of KETs numbering in the tens of thousands * Floodplain Management (Sedimentation,
have been proposed. Each KET will likely Flowline, Channel Stability)
have a relatively minor effect because of its
small size (1- to 3-m turbine blade-tip
diameter). However, fields of KETs that
extract up to 10% of the kinetic energy of the river will likely have a substantial impact on a number
of physical processes (Figure 1) and the biogeochemical cycles, living resources, and human uses
coupled to these physical processes. A generalized cascade of biological to ecosystem-level impacts
and agency mission considerations is shown in Figure 4.

Figure 4 also demonstrates that KETs have the potential to affect USACE mission areas beyond the
Regulatory mission. KET development has the potential to directly affect major USACE mission
areas such as navigation, flood control, and ecosystem restoration. The reduction in average channel
velocity may increase sedimentation within a navigation channel, which will require an increase in
channel maintenance activities. Increased water depth will affect the stage discharge relationship that
is used to calculate flood risk and could affect levee heights needed to protect against floods of a
specific recurrence interval. Alteration of the physical environment by arrays of KETs will also likely
affect both upstream and downstream stage-discharge relationships, which are often the basis of
USACE project EISs. Therefore, KETs can affect existing USACE projects in ways not addressed in
the original USACE project NEPA documentation and, therefore, affect USACE project benefits in
unexpected ways. The general conclusion from the presentations by Will Veatch and Brenda Archer
(both of MVN) was that many concerns remain to be addressed about the effects of KETs.
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Figure 4. Generalized cascade of coupled physical and chemical processes, living resources, and
human uses affected by large fields of KETs (modified from Vincent Neary workshop
presentation).

The first day presentations confirmed the large amount of uncertainty surrounding direct effects
of KETs (e.g., fish entrainment and mortality, installation and maintenance, construction of
shoreline facilities on maintained river levees, modification of levees for power lines and utilities
access) and indirect effects (e.g., wake sedimentation and debris loading of turbine support
structures (posts, struts, and cables) induced by reduced water velocity). The major finding from
the Day 1 summary is that the number of USACE mission areas affected by KET and their
interactions deserve further evaluation, discussion, and synthesis.

Day 2- Mission Status and Needs Assessment

Day 2 of the workshop began with a summary of the previous day’s most significant events
followed by a short session to identify technology needs to adequately forecast impacts of KET
development. An open discussion ensued in which a variety of topics were introduced and
explored. The discussion was far-ranging, reinforcing the perception that issues associated with
KET development are complex and affect many agencies and a number of critical USACE
mission areas. The following three related topics were discussed and are briefly described later in
this techical note:

Department of the Army permit program (Regulatory)

e Process by which the Corps addresses its responsibilities under Section 408 (Civil Works)

e Protection of navigation, flood control, and other Federal investments (for which USACE is
responsible) from the negative impacts of hydrokinetic projects.
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Relationships among the three topics are symbolically represented in Figure 5. Note that FERC is
the lead Federal agency for Hydropower License application and that USACE supports FERC. The
relationship between FERC and USACE (based primarily on procedures developed and used
within MVD) is summarized briefly below to give context to the recommendations at the end of
this technical note. For brevity, the descriptions below do not include the considerable internal and
external coordination that characterizes the USACE response to each license application. More
specific responsibilities of USACE in support of FERC KET license decisions are described in
detail in “Memorandum of Understanding between United States Army Corps of Engineers and the
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission on Non-Federal Hydropower Projects” dated 30 March
2011 (http://www.usace.army.mil/Portals/2/docs/civilworks/mous/ferc_corps _30mar201 1.pdyf).

FERC License FERC Decision 'FERC
Process— CoE e

POClList Seppenletaiens Decision

Public Interest
Review, 404(b)(1),
NEPA

Permit
Decision

Regulatory
CWA & RHA

Business Line !

: C Internal CoE

Determination Coordination
1

By CoE POC i Applicant

Section 408 408 NEPA If Needed Mod
(NAV, HYDRO Review/Analysis NEPA for 408
and Other) /Decision Projects

>

Figure 5. Simple box-and-arrow diagram summarizing joint FERC and USACE license and permitting
process for KET development. Red arrows denote challenge areas for each agency. State of
the science is presently inadequate to determine impacts of large-scale KET development with
sufficient accuracy and precision to fully support NEPA analysis and decision-making. The
same uncertainties over impacts also affect the ability of USACE to fully assess the effects of
KET development on existing USACE Civil Works projects. The mission responsibilities of
other agencies such as the Coast Guard, Fish and Wildlife Service, Park Service, etc. are not
shown but must also be considered.

In its simplest form, the USACE response to a FERC request is as follows. FERC initiates
contact through a designated USACE office for each district or division. From the perspective of
USACE, support to FERC falls into either Regulatory or Civil Works business lines. From the
Regulatory business line, a KET applicant may require either or both a Section 404 Clean Water
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Act (CWA) Permit or a Section 10 Rivers and Harbors Act (RHA) Permit. For the successful
applicant, the Section 10 RHA permit will be issued as part of the FERC Hydropower License
and the 404 Permit will be issued directly to the applicant. In contrast, initial Section 408
activities are primarily internal to USACE as the agency assesses the effects of the applicants’
proposed activities on existing Federal projects as part of a thorough public interest review. The
completed assessment is communicated to FERC as formal comments to be included within the
license documentation. Internally within USACE, the assessments are used to determine if
impacts of the proposed KET are sufficient to invalidate existing EISs of affected USACE
project(s). For example, extraction of a significant amount of kinetic energy from a river may
decrease water velocity and increase the water elevation associated with flood flows. These
changes to the geophysical environment may result in increased maintenance dredging and
reduced flood protection in addition to numerous additional substantial impacts.

Day 2 conclusions differed in accordance with the business lines affected by KET development.
USACE representatives in attendance felt that the Regulatory business line could generally
discharge its responsibilities to FERC as required in the MOU. Regulatory is an existing USACE
business line with a dedicated institutional infrastructure, established legal foundation, and a
reasonably well-known set of information needs, tools, and procedures to support permit
decision-making. The MVN and MVD representatives felt comfortable that their internal
processes were generally adequate to discharge their responsibilities to support FERC and to
conduct necessary internal coordination with regard to FERC support. MVD requires each of its
districts to have a dedicated FERC POC and established lines of communication within the
district to fully execute the “one door to the Corps” policy. This is very similar to MVN’s typical
review process, with the exception of the up-front addition of MVN’s legal and public affairs
staff. The consensus opinion was that the MVD process could serve as a template for a national
process, although there is likely value in coordinating the MVN process with other USACE
districts that have substantially different mission portfolios to more fully develop a national
template for non-Federal KET development.

In contrast, Civil Works business lines may have less experience with how KET arrays
potentially impact existing USACE investments. For example, a district like MVN, with no
Federal hydropower projects within its boundaries, may not have experience with the suite of
impacts associated with conventional hydropower projects or large-scale KET arrays. To
adequately assess the potential impacts of KET on Civil Works investments, a team approach or
access to outside support may be required (as required within MVD) to ensure that necessary
expertise is available to support decision-making. To further complicate the Civil Works
assessment, district boundaries for the Regulatory and Civil Works business lines may not be the
same. Consequently, a large KET array located within the Regulatory boundary of one district
may affect Civil Works investments in one or more additional districts.

In addition, the time and space scale of impact associated with KET arrays can be large. For
example, as described in the presentations of the first day, large-scale KET arrays as proposed by
Free Flow Power for the lower Mississippi River may have substantial impacts on geophysical
and chemical patterns and biotic response for substantial distances in both the upstream and
downstream directions that could affect large-scale USACE navigation, flood control,
hydropower, and ecosystem restoration projects. This awareness led some participants to a

10
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corollary question regarding the definition of a Corps Civil Works “project” on the Mississippi
River. According to the Headquarters representatives, for navigable rivers such as the
Mississippi River, the navigation project is considered the length of the mainstem river channel
and port facilities that are maintained to meet authorized navigation specifications. Similarly, for
flood control structures such as river levees, the flood control project is considered to be the
entire mainstem river channel on which authorized levees are constructed, inspected, and
maintained. Similar spatial definitions necessarily apply to ecosystem restoration projects, which
inherently have large geospatial scales. For example, addition of KETs into an ecosystem
restoration project such as LCA may profoundly affect the delivery of sediments upon which the
success of the program depends. The group came to the realization that addition of a KET array
and its likely large-scale effects into a system that already contains large-scale Civil Works
projects will likely affect the Civil Works projects. Therefore, KETs have the potential to either
reduce or enhance the performance of USACE Civil Works projects relative to the projections in
the NEPA documentation.

The challenge for USACE to support national green energy policies can best be summarized
from a NEPA perspective. FERC has primary responsibility for only a single EIS focused on
KET development as proposed by a hydropower license applicant. This requires specific and
well-defined inputs (i.e., comments and permits) from USACE. The completed EIS will form
part of the support material for FERC license decision-making. From the USACE perspective,
there are at least two NEPA documents that it must consider. The first supports the NEPA
process necessary for FERC license deliberations. The second (or possibly more than two) is
associated with existing Federal investments within the proposed KET impact boundary, which
may be substantially larger than the project footprint and may extend outside district boundaries
to affect one or more additional districts. Civil Works business line portfolios (the basis for the
expertise of each district) vary across USACE districts and divisions, which further complicates
development of consistent corporate support to KET development. For example, the districts
responsible for providing input to the FERC hydropower license process may have little or no
corporate experience with hydropower issues and impacts if Federal hydropower projects do not
occur within the affected district boundaries.

Attendees generally found value in the workshop and expressed interest in future workshops to
allow them to keep abreast of developing technologies and emerging issues. Although not
discussed in detail because of time limitations, the attendees also supported the need for the kind
of tools described during day 1 of the workshop and applauded technology coordination efforts
with DoE scientists and engineers. Technology recommendations that follow in the next section
will be based largely on Day 1 discussions combined with comments made during the first
session of Day 2.

WORKSHOP RECOMMENDATIONS

The workshop generated a number of recommendations. For clarity, the recommendations
parallel the structure of the workshop summary. Technology recommendations immediately
follow this paragraph. Institutional process recommendations then follow and are separated into
either Regulatory or Civil Works business lines.

11
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Day 1- Technology Recommendations
Recommendation Day 1-A — Uncertainties in the fluid geophysical environment

Status Summary: Computational tools to address impacts of KETs on the fluid environment are
relatively mature in their development, although there is uncertainty regarding the importance
and magnitude of key physical processes (e.g., sediment transport and debris loading) in large
rivers.

Recommendation: Corps engineers and scientists should coordinate (information exchange to
active participation) with DoE staff, FERC, relevant agencies, and TEK developers in studies
conducted to better understand and forecast impacts of KET development. Coordination should
include international opportunities to access new technologies and databases. This coordination
will allow USACE engineers and scientists to gain experience in tool selection and impact
forecasting.

Recommendation Day 1-B — Targeted studies

Status Summary: Several uncertainties in the physics-based models prevent their routine
application to address KET issues including scaling effects and small-scale hydraulic processes.

Scotlandville Bend would be an excellent site for a case-history study to address many of the
impacts, technology needs, and institutional issues associated with KET development listed in
this recommendation and others that follow.

Recommendation Day 1-C —Uncertainties in effects of KET support infrastructure

Status Summary: Many of the geophysical effects of KET construction, operation, and
maintenance that could directly affect USACE projects are incompletely known (e.g., land
structures such as transmission lines, buses, transformer fields, modifications to levees; KET
construction and operation; and scheduled and emergency KET maintenance).

Recommendation: Participate in monitoring phase of DoE’s adaptive management plan to
describe and manage effects of KETs described on Day 1 to improve descriptions of effects of
KETs on the fluid environment.

Recommendation Day 1-D- Need for Reference Models of the Fluid Environment

Status Summary: KET developers typically each have their own cadre of hydraulic modelers
using individual, often proprietary, codes. Therefore, permitting agencies face a wide array of
different, sometimes unfamiliar, codes whose output must be assessed as part of permit decision-
making.

Recommendation: USACE engineers and scientists should collaborate with DoE to develop
required attributes (e.g., dimensionality, spatial and temporal resolution, boundary conditions,
and output requirements) of hydraulic models used to support KET license applications to
improve permitting decisions and assessment of impacts on existing USACE projects.
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Recommendation Dayl-E — Application of Numerical Fish Surrogate Family of Models

Status Summary: Direct and indirect impacts on higher trophic levels are the greatest
uncertainties in KET deployment and the most expensive to address. Several presenters
mentioned ongoing or anticipated use of the NFS family of models developed by ERDC coupled
to computational fluid dynamics models or detailed monitoring to help reduce uncertainty on
KET impacts on higher trophic levels.

Recommendation: NFS models should be developed to improve the forecast accuracy of the
effects of various KET designs or deployments.

Recommendation Day 1-F — Co-development of tools to improve forecast accuracy

Status Summary: FERC requires that some KET development be conducted in phases of
increasing investment using basic concepts of adaptive management to systematically reduce
uncertainties in license decision-making. DoE scientists and engineers use the opportunities
provided by adaptive management to better understand impacts, build more accurate forecasting
tools, and conduct focused studies to answer critical questions. Many of the uncertainties that
plague KET from the DoE and FERC perspectives are also important to USACE, particularly for
the Civil Works business lines.

Recommendation: USACE scientists and engineers should be hands-on participants or observers
in the phased DoE Adaptive Management Program to help them understand and better anticipate
the effects of KET development on existing USACE Civil Works projects.

Day 2 —Mission Status and Needs Assessment
Recommendations Day 2-A

The Regulatory business line is relatively experienced in dealing with KET institutional and
technical issues. Consequently, recommendations to improve the ability of the Regulatory
business line to support KET development are relatively modest in nature. In contrast, Civil
Works business lines are less experienced in dealing with KET issues and, consequently, the
recommendations are more comprehensive in nature. The red dashed lines of Figure 5 show the
parts of the joint FERC and USACE FERC license process having the greatest engineering and
ecological uncertainty (note that many other agencies are also involved but are not shown in the
figure because this document focuses on the USACE perspective). Note that uncertainties about
the impacts of KET development that limit the accuracy of the EIS for a license applicant will be
similar to the uncertainties of KET development that plague existing USACE Civil Works
investments. That is, similar uncertainties about possible impacts affect the missions of multiple
agencies. Therefore, future efforts to reduce these uncertainties must be coordinated among the
participants in the FERC license process.

Permitting Recommendation Day 2-A — Building a national USACE template for KET development

Status Summary: MVD and MVN have more experience than any other USACE division/district
in dealing with KETs and FERC. This is because of their experience with the license application
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of Free Flow Power for the lower Mississippi River. Other districts may have little or no
experience in KET development.

Recommendation: Take advantage of the experience and processes established by MVD and
MVN to build a national guidance document that will allow USACE to address Permitting and
Civil Works business lines affected by KET development. This document may include a “tool”
that describes the process from a USACE perspective including types of information required
from the applicant as well as “triggers” to meet 408 requirements. The FERC Study Plan
Determination for Free Flow Power could be a good starting point to develop a national template
(http://elibrary.ferc.gov/idmws/File list.asp?document _id=13788453).

Permitting Recommendation Day 2-B — Availability of advanced support to districts

Status Summary: Experience within MVD and MVN has shown that study requirements in
support of a license or permit application may be unclear. In addition, studies prepared by the
applicant to document the impacts of KETs can be complex and difficult to interpret.

Recommendation: Expertise should be available to districts from programs like the Dredging
Operations and Technical Support (DOTS) Program or the Water Operations Technical Support
(WOTS) Program to allow the districts to judge the adequacy of applicant studies. For example,
MVN has an agreement with the Coastal and Hydraulics Laboratory at ERDC to review
applicant documents.

Civil Works Recommendation Day 2-A — Improve district ability to respond to 408

Status Summary: While Regulatory requirements are clear within each district to respond to
FERC requests, responsibility to meet 408 requirements is less clear. Oftentimes the USACE 408
POC is simply an office symbol (i.e., not an individual) and the appropriate response is unclear.

Recommendations: 1) Build a POC list within each district responsible for addressing 408
requirements. 2) Prepare a list of large-scale USACE Civil Works projects that includes a
definitive description of project boundaries and the scale of critical geophysical, water quality,
and ecological effects that can be matched to similar information from an applicant for a
proposed KET project.

Recommendation Day 2-B

Status: Along with a few other districts, MVN has the most USACE experience in dealing with
the institutional and technical issues associated with KET development. In comparison to other
districts, MVN also has a reasonably clear vision in dealing with potential environmental
impacts.

Recommendation: Take advantage of the technology and science uncertainties identified by
MVN (and others that may be identified in the future) to build an R&D program that will
identify many of the physics-based tools that already exist or develop new tools that provide
critical information to decision-makers.
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS: The national policy supporting development of
renewable green energy affects several important USACE business lines, broadly separated into
Regulatory and Civil Works. Although it can be improved, the Regulatory business line as it
relates to KET is relatively mature and appears adequate to discharge its mission requirements.
In contrast, the Civil Works business line has less experience with KETs, and both institutional
adjustments and technology advancements are necessary to support the national policy. It is
recommended that USACE consider developing a program to address these shortcomings. The
program should be separated into technology advancement and institutional adjustment.
Scientists, engineers, and regulators in affected agencies should coordinate their efforts to
advance technology; this will avoid duplication of effort. Efforts should be supplemented with
targeted R&D, as described above. Moreover, this phase of the program should include
participation by multiple agencies in the adaptive management paradigm used by FERC to
reduce uncertainties when making decisions regarding licensing. These same uncertainties affect
USACE assessments, particularly with regards to Civil Works projects. The institutional
adjustment portion of the program should include substantial participation by districts and
divisions that have experience in KET to ensure that the USACE can corporately support
renewable green energy development. These same districts should also participate in technology
development efforts to ensure that selected technologies address issues from both the Regulatory
and Civil Works business lines.

POINTS OF CONTACT: For additional information, contact David Smith (601) 634-4267,
David.L.Smith(@usace.army.mil or the manager of the Water Operations and Technical Support
Program, Dr. Patrick Deliman, (601)634-3623, Patrick.N.Deliman@usace.army.mil. This technical
note should be cited as follows:

Smith, D. L., J. M. Nestler, R. Styles, and B. Tetreault. 2014. Analysis of the
challenges and opportunities of hydrokinetic turbine development affecting the US
Army Corps of Engineers. ERDC WQTN-MS-08. Vicksburg, MS: U.S. Army
Engineer Research and Development Center.
http://el.erdc.usace.army.mil/ansrp/ansrp.html.

NOTE: The contents of this technical note are not to be used for advertising, publication, or promotional purposes.
Citation of trade names does not constitute an official endorsement or approval of the use of such products.
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Appendix A: Workshop Attendees

Name Agency Contact Information

Brenda Archer USACE-MVN (New Orleans District) 504-862-2046

Jeff Artman USACE-MVK (Vicksburg District) 601-631-5577

Wayne Babcock US Fish & Wildlife Service

Stephen Bowler Federal Energy Regulatory Comm. 202-502-6861

George Detweiler US Coast Guard 202-372-1566

Mark Grippo Argonne National Lab 630-252-3091

Beth Guynes USACE-MVD (Mississippi Valley Division) Now retired

Alex Haro US Geological Survey 413-863-3806

Paul Hartfield US Fish & Wildlife Service 601-321-1125

Ronnie Heath ERDC-CHL 601-634-3592

Richard Jepsen Sandia National Lab 505-284-2767

Jack Killgore ERDC-EL 601-634-3397

Amy Klein USACE-HQ 202-761-4559

Jeff Lillycrop USACE-CHL/HQ 202-761-4229

Steve Maynord USACE-CHL 601-634-3284

Bill McAnally Northern Gulf Institute 662-325-9848

Vince Neary Oak Ridge National Lab (now at Sandia 505-284-2199
National Labs)

John Nestler ERDC/BTS 601-634-2720

Howard Park ERDC-CHL 601-634-4011

Rick Robertson USACE-MVD

Kamau Sadiki USACE-HQ 202-761-4889

COL George Shepard Deputy Commander MVD

David Smith ERDC-EL 601-634-4267

Richard Styles ERDC-CHL 601-634-4065

Brian Tetreault ERDC-CL 410-456-0417

Randy Thoreson NPS 651-293-8450

Jeff Trulick USACE-HQ 202-761-1380

Will Veatch USACE-MVN 504-862-2858

Jim Walker USACE-HQ Retired

Mark Weiland Pacific Northwest National Lab 509-427-5923

Timothy Wendt US Coast Guard Timothy.J.Wendt@uscg.mil

Rusty Wright US Coast Guard Rusty.H.Wright@uscg.mil

Pat Wycko US Coast Guard Patrick.D.Wycko@uscg.mil
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US Army Corps U.S. Army Engineer Research and Development Center
of Engineers. Vicksburg, MS
Coastal and Hydraulics Laboratory

Ongoing Research and Development of Hydrokinetic Turbines:
Evaluating Data Gaps Relevant to United States Army Corps of Engineers

Sponsor: CHL
Escort: Dr. Richard Styles
Wednesday, 29 February 2012

8:00 — 08:30 AM Arrive Coastal and Hydraulics Laboratory

8:30 AM Welcome and ERDC Overview Richard Styles

8:45 AM USACE-HQ Jim Walker
Kamau Sadiki
Amy Klein

“10-minute comments from business line managers”

9:15 AM Sandia National Laboratories Richard Jepsen
“National Lab Activities in Marine Hydrokinetics:
Model Development”

9:45 AM ORNL Vincent Neary
“National Lab Activities in Marine Hydrokinetics:
Testing & Environmental Studies”

10:15 AM BREAK

10:30 AM MSU William McAnally
“Hydrokinetic Energy Effects on Navigation”

11:00 AM USFWS Paul Hartfield
“Habitat Association of Pallid Sturgeon in the Lower
Mississippi River”

11:30 AM ARGONNE Mark Grippo
“Risk analysis of the Potential Ecological Impacts of
MHK Arrays”
12:00 PM LUNCH
1:00 PM Tour Physical Models/Ship Simulator Richard Styles
2:00 PM FERC Stephen Bowler

“The FERC Hydropower Licensing Process, Hydrokinetic




2:30 PM

3:00 PM

3:30 PM

3:45 PM

4:15 PM

4:45 PM

5:15 PM

8:30 AM

ERDC WQTN-MS-08
August 2014

Turbines, and Agency Coordination”

USACE-MVN Will Veatch
“USACE New Orleans District Approach to Evaluating
Hydrokinetic Projects”

USCG George Detweiler
“Coast Guard’s Roles and Responsibilities Concerning
Alternative Energy Projects”

BREAK

NPS Randy Thoreson
“Hydrokinetic Energy Projects & Recreation: A Guide to
Assessing Impacts”

PNNL Mark Weiland
“Assessment of Fish Behavior and Vulnerability to
Hydrokinetic Devices”

USGS Alex Haro
“Present and future USGS research on effects of

Hydrokinetic Turbines on Fish Behavior, Injury, and

Mortality”

ADJOURN

Thursday, 1 March 2012

Corps-only meeting Corps Participants
Recap Day 1, Planning our way forward

What are the research and regulatory requirements needed for the
USACE to adequately assess the impacts of KET?
How should USACE proceed to incorporate these requirements?

10 - 11:00 AMAdjourn

Innovation Solutions for a Safer, Better World!
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US Army Corps U.S. Army Engineer Research and Development Center
of Engineers. Vicksburg, MS
Coastal and Hydraulics Laboratory

Ongoing Research and Development of Hydrokinetic Turbines:
Evaluating Data Gaps Relevant to United States Army Corps of Engineers

Sponsor: CHL
Escort: Dr. Richard Styles

Wednesday, 29 February 2012
8:00 — 08:30 AM Arrive Coastal and Hydraulics Laboratory

8:30 AM Welcome and ERDC Overview Richard Styles
Dr. Martin welcome - there has been long time interest/work on alternative energy - at least from
1970’s energy crisis.

Challenges - Concern with impeding navigation - taking into account water level changes;
anchoring - different bottoms, changeable bottom, debris, sand waves; marking for navigation;
connection to land - and how to get power where it's needed; optimal location for best velocity -
but where scour is a problem.

Richard Styles - Corps overview; why are we interested in KET? - Proposals (e.g., Free Flow
Power) may have an impact on waterways - 3-5% of river cross section.
Purpose:
e  Present ongoing research by USACE and others
¢ |dentify potential regulatory and permitting requirements for USACE and other’s action
e Develop list of R&D needs to address unresolved navigation, flood risk management and
environmental issues.
Introductions -

8:45 AM USACE-HQ - Business line managers
Jim Walker - Navigation BLM - lots of Inland and coastal navigation infrastructure - interested to see
how KET can coexist with navigation. Taking into account need for dredging.
Kamau Sadiki - Hydropower BLM: not a new technology, but lots of developments. Corps the largest
hydropower producer in the US - ~350 plants, lots of revenue - $1.5B back to
treasury. Army policy - encourage non-Federal hydropower development.
Challenges - 1°' non-federal unit at Lock & Dam 2 in Minnesota. Want to make
technologies modular - ability to easily modify, move as conditions warrant.
Risks - Navigation, others as well - need to make sure developers do things
responsibly an address risks. Need to make sure “all boxes are checked” regulatory,
permitting, research, engineering. Want to take lessons learned from others -
international as well.
Amy Klein - Regulatory program manager: USACE regulatory authorities:

¢ Rivers and Harbors Act - structures/work affecting Nvigable waters

o Clean Water Act - discharge of dredged/fill material into US waters (not just navigable)

e District Commanders permit decision making
FERC has lead on KET - USACE cooperating agency - MOU, comment on documents




Permit type - Individual vs. general

Coordination with USACE Navigation and Hydropower

Challenges - Competing interests - public interest - many aspects and impacts to be assessed,
understood and mitigated.

9:15 AM Sandia National Laboratories Richard Jepsen

“National Lab Activities in Marine Hydrokinetics:
Model Development”
Main focus on model development
Program mission - Research, test and develop innovative water resource energy generation
Wave energy, tidal currents, free flowing rivers - potential for generation
Focus - determine potential, address environmental challenges, demonstrate performance;
identify cost drivers - make commercially viable.
Main areas of SNL work: Model development, research tools, environmental impacts
CACTUS Code - single device turbine analysis - provides power vs. current speed curves
High performance turbine blade design
Modeling acoustics - predictions for environmental impacts
Environmental fluid dynamics code (EFDC) - large scale hydrodynamics:
o evaluate if can be used for evaluating MHK affects
o modify to provide more realistic output - momentum sink.
o Can be used for single device and also for arrays of multiple devices.
o Help determine optimum spacing of devices.
o Various configurations can be compared.
Often end up “chasing the flow” as devices are deployed - affect flow
Wave device modeling - Modeling to determine effect of devices on wave patterns
o Different from flow modeling - different amplitudes and frequencies of waves
o Monterey Bay model
o Similar evaluations of spacing, configurations.
o Scale model tests with Oregon State Univ. -
Miss River environmental studies - Scotlandville bend - look at current changes, changes in
bottom and bank sedimentation, etc.
Quantifying effects of altered flow around array - both across river and above and below
turbine. Affects navigation, bank and bottom stress, erosion rates - model can inform
environmental sampling plans.
Environmental study - Cobscook Bay - affect on migration of baby scallops
SF Bay - tidal case- evaluate effect of array on flushing of water in the Bay - even at
relatively long distances from array.
Hawaii wave testing - just beginning
Reference models - develop a set of models to develop baseline cost of energy and identify
cost reduction pathways. Generic designs and resources (sound, river, waves) base on real
data. Will be in public domain - allow others to develop tools, designs
o Cost drivers - maintenance, installation, permitting, infrastructure, device - ID pathways
for improvements - lower costs, more power
Questions:
o power capacity - how relate to other sources? 20% development of potential may = 6%
of US energy needs. But estimates are uncertain
o Details on array modeled in river - not real river - generic model. Observation that ship
effects “happen every day” - possibly more than KET impacts.




9:45 AM ORNL Vincent Neary

“National Lab Activities in Marine Hydrokinetics:
Testing & Environmental Studies”

Technology performance testing - supporting model validation
Not just machine performance - also environmental impacts - recognize multiple stakeholders
Assess resource potential - theoretical, technical and practical.
Many technologies - need to be advanced to test and assess
Assess environmental impacts: physical, water quality, environmental
Need to be able to assess survivability of devices
Cost of Energy = Cost (of manufacturing, installation, O&M, etc.)/Annual Energy Production
(AEP)
o Need to develop a standardized calculation to allow for comparisons among
technologies an other energy sources.
Lab testing - using large flume at St. Anthony’s Falls to be able to test arrays
Objectives:
o Validation data sets
o Tech Readiness level (TRL) and ERL assessment
o COE assessment
o Best practices for lab and field testing - e.g., ship-mounted ADCPs issues with moving
sensors
Experiment set up - device, multiple sensors - ADVs, PC-ADPs - upstream and downstream
from device
Outputs:
o Performance curve - operating efficiency vs. tip speed ratio
o Inflow and wake flow measurements - includes “wake recovery” after flow through device
o Inflow and wake turbulence measurements - effects on environment and on other
turbines
Validation - of SNL-EFDC code using flume test data
o Some differences based on flume constraints - width
o Future work - additional device types.
Full-scale field testing - Scotlandville bend - Miss. River
o Free Flow energy device
Identifying a lot of knowledge gaps:
o MHK resource: machine specs, siting constraints
o Technology readiness: Survivability, wake effects on spacing
o Environmental readiness: Fish-machine interaction, physical impacts of wakes, EMF,
noise
o COE drivers: Spacing, Maintenance costs, permitting and monitoring

10:15 AM BREAK

10:30 AM MSU William McAnally

“Hydrokinetic Energy Effects on Navigation”
Number of preliminary permits issued - inland and coastal
“Can navigation and HKE coexist?”
Potential effects:




o Visual navigation, electronic navigation, response (SAR, pollution, etc.), cirrents,
navigation safety - allision and collision
e Many benefits of HKE but also need to be clear-eyed of downsides
e Simulated passes through turn- vessels stray out of channel
¢ Probability of vessel excursion from channel - intentional and inadvertent
o Also vertically - vessels load as much as possible, squat, heel and trip effects
o Cannot be ignored - historical info on probability of excursions
e Physical effects - hypothetical waterway
o Compare baseline with energy extraction due to HKE devices
o 10% KE =~2% total energy; however increases with increased number of devices.
o Even more for stress and transport - square, cube and 4™ powers
o Cumulative, upriver to next control point.
o Expected physical effects - will vary site-to-site:
o Decreased flow
o Altered water levels
o Increased sediment deposition
o Altered salinity (in estuaries)
o Scour at structures with downstream deposition
e Conclusions:
o Contribution, but potential drawbacks
o Multidimensional modeling of sites is required
o Cumulative impacts of multiple installations (e.g., 1000s in river) need to be considered.

11:00 AM USFWS Paul Hartfield
“Habitat Association of Pallid Sturgeon in the Lower
Mississippi River”
3 endangered species in Miss. River - sturgeon, tern, mussel.
USFWS concerns with HKE:
o Lack of knowledge of composition and abundance of aquatic specis affected by projects
o Turbine entrainment of species
o EMF effects - sturgeon and other species detect EMF
o Noise
o Geomorphic effects - may affect O&M of navigation system
¢ Range of Pallid Sturgeon - Lower Miss and Missouri River
¢ Annual “take” was as low as 1 fish/year - could be a showstopper - many turbines could easily
reach jeopardy level
e Better data on fish abundancy has allowed higher takes - ~1,500/year
e Track fish with acoustic tags
¢ Have quantified various habitats - different parts of rivers (e.g., point bars, crossovers, etc.) and
breakdown where fish are based on location; also other factors (water temp)
e Potential effects of HKE on sturgeon - study plan, not fully funded:
o Collect, measure and tag

o Collect additional data
o Monitor fish for 2-3 years
o Sites - FFP sites: Tunica, Vicksburg, Baton Rouge; several control sites
o Analysis - compare data by species, reach, season, river stage and other variables
o Pre-HKE development baseline
11:30 AM ARGONNE Mark Grippo

“Risk analysis of the Potential Ecological Impacts of




MHK Arrays”
Argonne’s role - take data from other studies and funnel into risk assessment
ID highest risk impacts
Data gaps to be investigated
Suggest new research areas
Using EPA risk assessment protocol
o Problem formulation
o Analysis
o Risk characterization
e Conceptual model development
o Review existing literature
o Review by managers
o Very little data; much speculative
e Need to consider:
o Incremental impact increase from single to array
o Impact of other stress factors
e Problem formulation:
o Have captured complex array of factors to consider - diagrams in presentation
o Existing anthropogenic stressors in addition to MHK - need to determine what role MHK
will play, and comparison to existing. - Cumulative impact
o Barriers - little info exists, inconclusive results, need to understand incremental increase
to do cumulative analysis.
e Analysis:
o Characterization of exposure
o Characterization of ecological effects
o Modeling interactions with MHK devices
= Determine exposure (blade strike, noise)
= Determine behavioral effects (avoidance, etc.)
o Empirical and mechanistic models
= Final product visual simulation, forecast fish trajectories - aid in design of
arrays/devices to minimize impact.

12:00 PM LUNCH
1:00 PM Tour Physical Models/Ship Simulator Richard Styles
2:00 PM FERC Stephen Bowler

“The FERC Hydropower Licensing Process, Hydrokinetic
Turbines, and Agency Coordination”
e Hydropower program - licensing, dam safety, license administration and compliance
e Issuances:
o Preliminary permits - don’t permit anything - allow developer to keep site while preparing
for authorization; feasibility studies, etc.
o Licenses - authorize construction and operation
o Exemptions - 5 MW, Conduit
e Licensing processes - Integrated, Traditional and Alternative
o ILP is default
= Pre-filing: initial proposal, scoping meetings, study plan development - conduct
studies.




= Post-filing: Application: proposal and mitigation measures, FERC and public
review, FERC env. document, FERC authorization (License order)
o Process - about 3 years
e Licensing standard:
o Equal consideration to power and environmental users within waters of US.
o Authorize projects that best serve public interest.
e Other agencies - USFWS, NOAA, State gov'ts, USCG
e To allow for real world testing, have some limited issuances for non-grid and limited grid
connected testing
o May still require authorizations from other agencies
e Pilot project license
o Small, short term, removable
o Test technology, evaluate sites
o Protect environment - short term, monitoring, shutdown if harm
o Processed in as little as 6 months
o Abbreviated pre and post filing tasks
97 preliminary permits issued (tidal, wave and inland)
61 pending projects
2 pilot licenses issued
Work with other agencies
o Agreement with USCG - working on nationwide MOU
o MOU with USACE
= Coordinate review
o Rivers and Harbors Act - Corps requirements met through licensing process
o FERC is lead agency
e “Orange book” (formerly “Salmon”) - outlines all three licensing processes and exemption
process
¢ No fee for license process; but once license issued there is a fee for regulation

2:30 PM USACE-MVN Will Veatch
“USACE New Orleans District Approach to Evaluating
Hydrokinetic Projects”
e MVN regulatory process
o DA permits - Rivers & Harbors Act; Clean Water Act
o Hydrokinetic project permit process
= Pre-app consultation
e FERC lead agency
e Establish MVD formal review team, members from multiple disciplines
= Application submission
e USCG and FERC process workshop
e FERC and USACE permit coordinated submittal
=  Permit review
e Same as regular permit process
= Permit decision
e FERC license includes
e Areas of concern:
o Water quality - mainly leakage of lubricants, etc.
o Wetlands - impact to riparian wetlands - mainly with getting power from turbines and
maintenance/support activities.




o Fish and wildlife - impacts in entire project area - all, not just threatened and
endangered, also not just aquatic.
o Navigation
= |ow water hazards
= Altered river currents
= Traffic during installation/maintenance
= Altered sedimentation patterns
e May lead to hazards and currents
o Have set up team at ERDC-CHL to evaluate submissions by applicants
e Effects on shipping channels
e Dredge access
e Local and cumulative effects
= Flowline - water surface will rise if velocity goes down
¢ Need to determine what this will be - effect on levees, etc.
e Construction between levee and river (batture) - impedes flow at high
water
= Channel stability
¢ Revetment integrity, access to failure areas, altered currents, levee
loading during construction, power line impacts on levees
e Conclusions:
o Support HKE, provided concerns are addressed
o Work closely with FERC
o Many concerns remain to be addressed
o MVN’s Hydrokinetic Project Team and Independent Technical Review Team address
concerns and technical validity.

3:00 PM USCG George Detweiler
“Coast Guard'’s Roles and Responsibilities Concerning
Alternative Energy Projects”
e USCG main purpose - safety of navigation
o Not just commercial - recreational as well
e USCG involved if in Navigable waters of US
o Work with whoever is lead agency - FERC, BOEM, USACE, NOAA - depending on
project, location, etc.
e USCG authorities come from the Ports and Waterways Safety Act
o Navigation, vessel safety
e Cooperating agency
o May develop recommendations to provide for safety of navigation
o Safety measures - routing measures
o Minimize impacts on other CG missions - SAR, environmental protection, security
o Private Aids to Navigation (PATON) may be involved
e USCG will not approve or disapprove a project or issue a permit
e Criteria USCG considers
o Site location
= Traffic - types, uses
= Navigation Safety risk assessment - but still don’t know what the “acceptable
number” is
o Structure - risk of collision, clearances, impact on SAR and MEP, Security
o Navigation and collision avoidance




Currents/tides
Weather
Visual navigation
Communications
Radar
= Markings
o Mitigation measures
= Charting, routing, exclusion zones, monitoring, shutdown procedures
o Acceptable navigational risk?
= Increased vessel density
= Mix of vessel types
= Allision risk
= Traffic patterns, routing measures
= Economic impact
o 3" dimension
= Underkeel clearance
= Towing catenary
= Anchoring
= Fishing
= Recreation
e Some question about USCG role in working directly with proposals - probably limited to
PATON, evaluation of safety zones, routing measures, operations associated with construction.
e “3“dimension” - air as well - make sure that's considered - FAA’s role?
o Electric transmission towers
e Commonality of technology and studies different agencies are using - is it available to other
agencies for their use in the regulatory process?

3:30 PM BREAK

¢ Richard Jepson comment - concern with interpretation of what he had presented earlier - large
alterations of flow are possible but not likely as for performance of device you will want the
result to be as close to the same as possible. Optimizing for performance and for environment
impact often converge

3:45 PM NPS Randy Thoreson
“Hydrokinetic Energy Projects & Recreation: A Guide to
Assessing Impacts”
NPS perspective on HKE
e Authorities:
o Federal Power Act
o Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 1968
o Outdoor Recreation Act of 1963
e DoE report to Congress in 2009 on MHK did not cover social and recreation impacts (land use,
aesthetics)
¢ Hydropower Reform Coalition - website with good information
¢ Publication- “HKE Projects and Recreation” - 2011
o Types of projects
o Types of recreation
o Concepts for assessing impacts
o Potential impacts on recreation




o Types of studies for recreation impacts
Held workshops in Memphis and Portland - 2011
o Agencies, Free Flow Power, others
Facilities, activities, use levels - but also experiences
Recreational opportunities spectrum - “primitive to paved
o Can be quantified by recreational use
o Direct and indirect effects, short term/long term
Scale and cumulative impacts
o Other development and uses
o Other potential restrictions
Progression of study effort
o Desktop & secondary sources
o Limited studies
o Intensive studies
Protection & Mitigation strategies
o More vs. less sensitive areas
o Reduce impacts (project modifications)
o Mitigation - trade offs
Variety of river recreation activities
Considerations
o Aesthetics - viewscapes and soundscapes
o Similar to what others have mentioned, but slightly different from perspective of
recreation.
Integrate early and often - start as soon as you can
o Reach out to stakeholders:
= Non-gov't groups - e.g., Mississippi Wild Miles, clubs
= Property owners
= Local govt’s
= Business community
Recreation (including aesthetics and land use), as it related to hydrokinetic projects, can be
recognized and evaluated in a systematic way.
NPS main focus: recreational access and safety

4:15 PM PNNL Mark Weiland

“Assessment of Fish Behavior and Vulnerability to
Hydrokinetic Devices”
Hydrokinetic “stress:”
o Trauma, altered behavior, change in migration patterns, dispersion
o Survival - immediate and delayed mortality
o Long-term effects - reproduction, population structure, community interactions
Acoustic monitoring
o Variety of uses (sound, monitor behavior, characterize environment), variety of
capabilities - no “one size fits all”
JSATS - use for fish monitoring
o Use to track where fish go, and their survival rate
o Receiver arrays ashore (mounted to structures) or tethered underwater - collect data on
board then download when retrieved.
o 300m detection range - greater in quiet waters
Variety of systems that can be used for a wide variety of purposes - different capabilities,
appropriate for different animal monitoring, locations, etc.




Recommend baseline monitoring prior to installation of devices - reference level for subsequent
changes
Compromises with technology - need to identify what works best for specific application.

4:45 PM USGS Alex Haro

“Present and future USGS research on effects of
Hydrokinetic Turbines on Fish Behavior, Injury, and
Mortality”
S.0 Conte Anadramous Fish Research Lab (CAFRL)
HKT testing:
o Hydraulic and mechanical
o Biological - impacts on fish,
o (others)
Various types tested in flume
Specific Encurrent EN-005 test
Different fish effects:
o Strike, avoidance, delay, disruption of schooling
Observations:
o -underwater video - some constraints
o PIT telemetry
o 3D acoustic telemetry
Did control condition as well - turbine out of water
Evaluated survival rates - short term and long term
2D tracks of fish
Free Flow Power turbine tests:
o Grapefruit and fish
o Some strike indications
Plans for tests in 2012
o More turbine tests as before
o Larval strike/shear testing
Challenges:
o Many designs - results for one may not apply to another
o Fast vs. slow blade speed
o Lab vs. field evaluations - differences?
o ldentification and quantification of effects
May be able to do a lot through modeling
Need to decide on limits, metrics, thresholds

Questions:
o Consideration for FFP to use screen to prevent fish entry? - no, too much loss of
efficiency
o Difference between shrouded and non-shrouded turbines on fish mortality? Too early to
tell

Main points
Multiple agencies have roles and responsibilities
There is some coordination between agencies (FERC, USCG and USACE)
Common areas of concern were outlined
All support hydrokinetic energy development, but need to be aware of and address concerns




Different agencies have different roles in the approval process - agencies should coordinate
efforts and share information, technology, studies.

There are many considerations when evaluation HKE projects - some obvious (safety) some
not (recreation, aesthetics)

5:15 PM ADJOURN

Thursday, 1 March 2012

8:30 AM Corps-only meeting Corps Participants

Recap Day 1, Planning our way forward

What are the research and regulatory requirements needed for the
USACE to adequately assess the impacts of KET?
How should USACE proceed to incorporate these requirements?
Approach by developer - what’s our response?
o “One way street” - i.e. they provide us information? Or dialog - they provide, we ask for
more, etc.?
USACE involvement with FFP came through FERC process
o Made concerns known through response to documents provided
Pilot projects -
Each district has a FERC coordinator - main conduit for information - not directly from
applicant. However each District different
If KET installation will be a modification to a Corps asset (levee, channel, structure, etc.)
requires 408 permit (?)
208 permit process - smaller scale, approval by Dist. Engineer - need to clarify line between
208 and 408
Need for standardization/coordination between Corps Hydropower, Navigation, Civil works,
regulatory, etc. offices?
Need to be able to identify and act on “triggers” for Corps permitting ativity - 408
“who defines what is the project” - example of FFP - various sites, across Districts, changes
year-to-year - how handle this?
Good starting point - FERC'’s study plan for FFP
o Captures a lot of USACE concerns
o Applicable to Miss. River - may be other issues for other locations - PNW, New England
Is there a way to scope the basic information required for any project? Rather than “rock
management’
o Difficult - need to know impacts before can tell what is needed - applicant provides this
Research issues -
Possible to have a “checklist?” -
Jeff - is there an “EC” (?) on this that can provide guidance?
[John’s suggestion for a “tool” to use when contacted by potential applicants]
o Lay out coordination required, process/steps, information needed, etc.
o Triggers - e.g., for 408 approval
Jeff - didn’t hear a lot about impact on river on KET devices - and if they are impacted what is
subsequent impact on Corps structures/waterways/etc.?
o “Damaged turbine recovery study” -
From Will Veatch:




o FYI, here is FERC's Study Plan Determination for Free Flow Power. This might provide
a starting point for a skeleton list of common issues to investigate for KET projects, at
least for riverine projects in big rivers.
o http://elibrary.ferc.gov/idmws/File_list.asp?document_id=13788453
“Really need to answer the 408 question - determination of whether it applies or not.”
o As early as possible
o May need to ask lawyers

Ronnie Heath - R&D needs

Scotlandville bend proposal - lots of turbines
How will we address questions private developers don’t have capability to determine?
Cannot easily scale up single turbine model to array
Need for physical model to validate numerical models
Need to break into smaller steps - can’t go from 1 unit to many - either for evaluation or for
deployment
Is there a requirement for monitoring once units are deployed? What are Corps requirements
for monitoring?

o In Corps permits there are monitoring requirements - District responsible for this and

determination of action if monitoring shows need (e.g., removal of units)

Based on risk - on our interest to move slowly - incremental - e.g., percentage of total desired
deployment

10 - 11:00 AMAdjourn




ERDC WQTN-MS-08
August 2014

Appendix D: Workshop Slides
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Marine and Hydrokinetic Energy,
FERC and the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers

Vicksburg, MS
29 February 2012

Hydropower Program

Licensees
Resource agencies
Tribes
NGOs
Local stakeholders

Commercial Project License

* Integrated Licensing Process (ILP)-default

— Traditional Licensing Process (TLP)

— Alternative Licensing Process (ALP)

Prefiling Postfiling

Consult with interested ¢ Seek comments from
parties on issues and interested parties
studies * Prepare EA or EIS
Gather information and seek comments
Conduct studies * Weigh all information in
Prepare license record before
application Commission decision

Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission

Types of Issuances

* Preliminary permits
— Maintains priority of application for three years
— Conduct feasibility studies and prefiling activities
— Does not authorize construction
* Licenses
— Authorizes construction and operation
¢ Exemptions
-5MW
— Conduit

ntegrated Licensing Process

Initial Scoping Conduct
Proposal & Meetings & Study Plan Studies &
Information Public Development Prepare
Document Comment Application

Prefiling

1-2 years

Application: FERC
Proposal, FERC Review f Environmental FERC
Effects & & Public Document & [ Authorization
Mitigation Comment Public (License Order)
Measures Comment
I ——————elp
1.5 years

Postfiling




Integrated Licensing Process

Hydropower Licensing
Standard

¢ Federal Power Act — FERC licenses must:

— Give equal consideration to power and
environmental uses within waters of the U.S.

— Authorize projects that best serve the public interest

T =

Regulatory Approach

¢ Recognizing the conundrum of need for real-world
testing, yet limited information to prepare
applications the Commission has tailored its existing
program to meet the needs of new technologies:

— Preliminary permits
— Device testing (no grid connection)
— Pilot project license (grid connection)

[Rr————

P

Iniegrated Liconaing Proscess seed Saction 141 of B Dnargy Posicy At of 2006

FFP's Lead Hydrokinatic Projects on the Mississippi River

Distributed Decision Making

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
-Endangered Species Act
-Migratory Bird Treaty Act

NOAA

-Essential Fish Habitat
-Marine Mammal Protection Act
-Endangered Species Act

State Review

-Coastal Zone Management Act
-Clean Water Act

-National Historic Preservation Act

U.S. Coast Guard
-Ports and Waterways Safety Act

Device Testing
(no FERC license)

Verdant Power, LLC Maine Maritime Academy
April 2005 March 2010

“Photo from MMA

Short term deployment + Experimental technology

No grid connection for purpose of preparing
a license application or
for educational purposes




Device Testing
(no FERC license)

Other authorizations may still be needed

City Plannj, 10

Pilot Project License

From the Integrated Licensing Process (ILP)
Guidance and Checklist available at ww
Draft License | Comments on Public FERC
Application Process/DLA/ Meetin Determination
and Waiver Monitoring (if neede%) on Waiver
Request Plans Request

_ FERC
Appl]catlon REA Notice Authorization
Filed (License Order)

D .
1.5 -3 months

4.5 months

PENDING HYDROKINETIC PRELIMINARY PERMITS

Pilot Project License

Small, short term, removable projects
Test technology and/or evaluate sites

Protect the environment
— Short license term and small footprint

— Post-license monitoring
— Project shutdown or removal if harm

Process license applications in as few as 6

months

ISSUED HYDROKINETIC PRELIMINARY PERMITS

Wave & Hydrokinetic Projects

(as of February 1, 2012)

« Issued prelimi (16,263 MW)
— 26 tidal, 6 wave, 65 inland

+ Pending preliminary permits : 61 (5,133 MW)
— 8 tidal, 2 inland

+ Projects in pre-filing for licer

« Projects in post-filing for license: 2 (1.8 MW)
k Bay (ME) Tidal Pilot 0.3 M

—P-12713 Reedsport OPT Wave Park (OR) V

12611 Roosevelt Island ( Tidal Pilot 1.05 MW

 License issued for pilot proj )
In-River 0.07 MW

+ Amendment issued: P-4306 Has




RITE Project (P-12611)

RITE Project (P-12611)
License Requirements

¢ Safeguard Plans

Safety and Emergency Shutdown Plan

— Project Removal and Site Restoration Plan

Aquatic Environment

— Record water velocities and water surface level data

— Underwater noise monitoring and evaluation plan

Aquatic/RTE Species

— Hydroacou Monitoring Plan
toring Plan
terization — Netting Plan
etection plan
— RTE species monitoring

RITE Project (P-12611)
Path to License

mmission hold:

Between 2007 and 2009 — Verdant deploys 6 turbines in
East River under “Verdant Exemption”

December 12, 2011 — New York DEC issues 401 WQC
year pilot license
35-kW turbines installed in 3 phases (1,050 kW)
year 1 — 3 turbines
year 3 — 9 additional turbines
year 5 — 18 additional turbines

RITE Project (P-12611)
License Requirements

*Birds
—Bird Observation Monitoring Plan
*Recreation
—Recreation use monitoring
—Install public informational displays
*Aesthetics
—Design specifications to minimize aesthetic impact
*Cultural Resources

—Consultation regarding unanticipated discoveries of
cultural resources

Cobscook Bay Project (P-12711)
: Path to License

2010 — ORPC Maine deploys one barge-mounted turbine in
Cobscook Bay under “Verdant Exemption™

September 1, 2011 — ORPC Maine files license application
January 4 Commission issues EA
January 31, 2012 — Maine DEP issues 401 WQC
February 28, 2012 — Commission issues 8-year pilot license
> five 60-kW turbines installed in 2 phases (300 kW)
year 1 — 1 turbines
year 2 — 4 additional turbines




Cobscook Bay Project (P-12711)
License Requirements

Safeguard Plans

— Project Operations and Monitoring Plan

— Project Inspection and Maintenance Plan
— Project and Public Safety Plan

— Navigation Safety Plan

— Emergency Shutdown Plan

— Project Removal and Site Restoration Plan
Aquatic Environment

— Hydraulic Monitoring Plan

— No pile driv activities between April 10 and

November 7 of an; iy
— Acoustic Monitoring Plan
— Benthic and Biofouling Monitoring Plan

Free Flow Power Mississippi

Studies designed to gather data to meet agency

information needs (e.g. NVIC)

Study progress reports & comments

— Commission’s last set of comments issued 11/10/11

— FFP’s Fifth study report filed 1/31/12

— Two more progress reports before Preliminary
Licensing Proposal is due (target 3/1/13)

— Anticipating FFP request for schedule adjustment

Letter of Understanding (LOU) —
USCG & FERC
Free Flow Power Mississippi ILP Sites

on is lead agency for NEPA

Cobscook Bay Project (P-12711)
License Requirements

*Aquatic/RTE Species

—Fisheries and Marine Life Interaction Plan

—Marine Mammal Monitoring Plan
*Birds

—Bird Monitoring Plan

—FWS’ Bald Eagle Management Guidelines
*Recreation

—Install public informational displays
«Aesthetics

—Design specifications to minimize aesthetic impact
«Cultural Resources

—Consultation regarding unanticipated discoveries of
cultural resources

*Adaptive Management
—Adaptive Management Plan

T SECONT GUARTER REFGRT — JOLV T, 560 7

ey Ty

Purpose

Coast Guard is navigation safety & security subject « Coordinate regulatory review processes
matter expert

Coordinate comments on stud & analy
NEPA documents

— USCG sector comments consolidated

« Establish framework for early Corps participation in
Commission licensing processes

Communications with Free Flow Power & other » Ensure timely review and action on non-federal
stakeholders hydropower development

— USCG technical advice for Free Flow Power

— FERC/ USCG deliberations & merits of the projects




Roles

Statutory [E, and @

Overview Responsibilities

* National Environmental Policy Act e Rivers and Harbors Act
 Rivers and Harbors Act — Affirms that the Corps’ section 10 requirements
« Clean Water Act are meet through the licensing process

* Marine Protection, Research and Sanctuaries ) ) ) R )
Act — Section 4(e) of FPA is the venue for fulfilling this

responsibility
* Federal Power Act

Roles

and iﬂl Coordination [:\

Responsibilities Commitments

» Encourage joint scope of analysis suitable for
« Clean Water Act Corps and Commission decision making
, Le d
— Coordinates Corps’ section 404 permit review with * Encourage joint purpose and need statement to
Commission’s license application review fulfill each agencies’ requirements

* Encourage adoption of joint schedule for
— Maintains independent decision making authority decision making

Coordination [E' What does it mean? @

Commitments

* Coordinate safety inspections * Commission is lead agency

* Describes each agency’s role for safety « Use Commission’s NEPA scoping
inspections of Corp facilities and Commission process

licensed faciliti
el — Use ILP schedule

— For other processes consult in establishing
NEPA milestones

» Avoid duplication of effort for inspections




Questions?




COAST GUARD’S ROLES AND
RESPONSIBILITIES CONCERNING
ALTERNATIVE ENERGY PROJECTS

FEBRUARY 29, 2012

g7 Homeland @
W Security j-=2-)

TYPES /7 LOCATIONS

* HYDROKINETICS
-WHERE THE WAVES / CURRENTS / TIDES ARE
-NEAR SHORE / RIVERS
-WEST COAST / MISSISSIPPI RIVER / ME / FL

«WIND
-WHERE THE WIND IS
-OFFSHORE
-EAST COAST AND GREAT LAKES

g7 Homeland @
W Security j-=2-)

EXAMPLES

g7 Homeland AN
W Security f}"i

AUTHORITY-RESPONSIBILITY
«PORTS AND WATERWAYS SAFETY ACT (PWSA)*

*Navigation, vessel safety, protection of the marine
environment are matters of national importance

¢ Navigable waters of the United States

* P.L. 95-474; 33 US.C. 1223

sg. Homeland
W Security

COAST GUARD’S ROLE

« Cooperating agency for NEPA purposes with the Lead

Permitting Agency (LPA) such BOEM, FERC, USACE
v'Develop recommendations (project specific) to
provide for safety of navigation

v'Develop routing measures, Limited Access Areas
(safety zones, security zones) and/or Regulated
Navigation Areas (RNAs) as appropriate

v’Minimize potential impacts on other CG missions
(SAR, MEP, Security)

v'PATON if necessary

e WILL NOT APPROVE/DISAPPROVE PROJECT OR ISSUE
PERMIT

g7 Homeland @
W Security =2

CRITERIA

o Site Location
-Traffic Survey
- Types
- Uses
-Navigation Safety Risk Assessment
- Within the site
« Proximity
e Structure
-Risk of collision
-Clearances
-Impact on SAR
-Impact on MEP
-Security

g7 Homeland @
W Security =2




CRITERIA

*Navigation and Collision Avoidance
-Tides and Currents
-Weather
-Depths
-Visual Navigation
-Communications
-Radar
-Marking

* Mitigation Measures
-Charting / Marine Information
-Routing Measures
-Exclusion Zones
-Monitoring
-Shutdown Procedures

8 Homeland

Security

SITING SUITABILITY CRITERIA

Is Navigational Risk Acceptable

» A Vessel Density — increase in encounters
* A Risk Due to Mixing Vessel Types

* A Risk Due to Allisions (fixed objects)

» Traffic Pattern Changes

¢ Routing Measures- Size, type, etc

« Is Economic Impact justifiable
-Rerouting of traffic- (time and distance=$)
-Impacts to navigation stds & watchstanding

Homeland
Security

39 DIMENSION

e Under keel clearance
e Towing catenary

¢ Anchoring

e Fishing

* Recreational boaters

Homeland
* Security

QUESTIONS

“We Help Mariners Get There”

CCOMMANDANT (CG-5533)
gs;rg:} ‘Dgsxz‘l‘:‘fmsc il ATTN: NAVIGATION STANDARDS DIVISION
202-372-1566 (office) gfo%%irsﬁws\\znsmv 7580
202-372-1991 (fax)

'WASHINGTON, DC 20593-7580

Homeland
* Security
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MHK 2.1 Environmental Impacts and Siting
« focused on evaluating and minimizing key environmental risks to

M. Grippo permitting and deployment
Environmental Science Division
Argonne National Laboratory

Field and laboratory studies of turbine effects on flow, water circulation,
and sediment transport

Field and laboratory studies of noise, EMF, blade strike

« Identify the highest risk impacts that will likely require mitigation T
« Identify data gaps that need to be investigated to reduce uncertainty W W | -Identifies potential risks

I l receptor and stressor linkages

-Excellent communications tool

Aid developers in meeting NEPA requirements by addressing concerns of
regulatory and management agencies

-]

Source:Guidelines for Ecological Risk Assessment (EPA, 1998)

a (@ ENERGY a (@ ENERGY

* Review by managers * Interaction of the MHK device with existing impacts from
other anthropogenic stressors

 LITTLE DATA SO MUCH OF THE CM IS SPECULATIVE

Go to "Insert (View) | Header and Footer" to add your organization, sponsor, meeting

name here; then, click "Apply to All"



 Interaction of the MHK device with existing impacts from
other anthropogenic stressors

Potental Impact Receplors

Stressor

Entrainment njury o death Plankion; early fe
stages of sea wrtes, fish

and invertebrates

Operation Fish, benthos;

‘Habitat Mammals; birds (divers),
attraction sea turtles
Device stucture or avoidance MHK arrays
S deposton | e
MHK sf::h':‘r:":z ’ Benthic fish and
Structure alteratic interactions. invertebrates;
seament ramoval Live and vegoraied
and alteration / bottom
Displacement,
oty o oy
bontic scour [ym—
Habitat avoidance; mammals
Sensory mererece
S Narma,
njory or death; seaturlles,
o g abtat dourance Jeaunes,
purpnty y
a (@ ENERGY

Phytoplankton,
¥in current velocity, macroalgae,
tidal lushing, reduced macrophytes
wave height; change
In water circulation Disruption of

egg flarval transport;
‘Water quality Animal movements
~Hypoxic stress

Antifouling

Nutrients
Conti Recruitment [

Food web changes

Multiple MHK

Population level changes

Sediment in community

“Change in ransport, distribution, compositon
ttom type/grain and interactions

Size; debis trapping

“Chronic bottom Change in spatal

disturbance distribution of habitat;
~Contaminants Loss of bird nesting habitat

K GEE

MHK Device

12/19/2013

Single MHK
Device
Habitat Receptors Biological Receptors

Local habitat loss and changes in
hydrodynamics and sediment
scourideposition patterns

‘Small scale impacts on fish,

mammals, birds, plants

Large scale benthic habitat Population level effects;
loss and alteration; changes in —————| large scale changes in

physical and chemical processes community structure, function

in sediment and water column

and interactions; changes in
ecosystem processes

MHK Arrays

Ecosystem

@

MHK Device

Single MHK
Device

Habitat Receptors Biological Receptors

‘Small scale impacts on fish,
benthos, sea turtles,
mammals, birds, plants

Local habitat loss and changes in
hydrodynamics and sediment
scourldeposition patterns

je scale benthic habitat Population level effects;
loss and alteration; changes in | large scale changes in
physical and chemical processes. community structure, function
in sediment and water column and interactions; changes in
ecosystem processes

WHK Arrays Ecosystem
a () ENERGY
Phytoplankion,
¥in curent velocity, macroalgae,
idal usting, reduced macrophytes
wave height; change
nwater cicuiaion Oisupton of
egg /larval transport;
e “Animal movements
“Hypoxi svess
E Sediment/water
“Ant-fouling Salinity . '
Coatings -Stratification
Ol ubicanis | [ Ty
Nrents
B s ] Recnment
= Anificial Reef
2L L vossof bennic
Foodweb cha
e web changes
2
Population level changes
‘Sediment in community
~Change in ransport, distribution, composition
bottom type/grain and interactions
Sie: e tapping
-Chronic bottom Change in spatial
disturbance distribution of habitat;
Conamiant Loss ofbid nesting habiat
a (3 ENERGY
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Phytoplankton,

in current velociy, macroalgae,

tidal flushing, reduced macrophytes

wave height; change

In wiater circulation Distuption of
egg flarval transport
Animal movements

Hypoxic stress
alini

‘Sedimentwater
biogeachemistry

/e 1

‘ Food web changes I

Population level changes

Antifouling
Coatings
Oils, lubricants

Muliple MHK

Sediment in community
~Change in transport, distribution, composition
bottom type/grain and interactions
Size; kX

-Chronic bottom Change in spatial
disturbance distribution of habitat;
Loss of b nesing habat
a (@) ENERGY

Phytoplankton,

Vin current velociy, macroalgae,

tidal lushing, reduced macrophytes

wave height; change

In water circulation Disruption of
egg flarval transpor;

Water quality animal movements.

“Hypoxic stress
Salini ‘Sedimentwater
biogeochemistry

S

web changes I

Population level changes
in community
distribution, composition .
and interactions Sediment and

¥

geomorphology

Antifouling
Coatings
Oils, lubricants

Multiple MHK

Change in spatial
disturbance distribution of habitat
~Contaminants Loss of bird nesting habitat

Phytoplankton,
¥in current velocity, macroalgae,
tidal lushing, reduced macrophytes
wave height; change
In water circulation Distuption of
egg flarval transport;

‘Water quality Animal movements
“Hyporic siress
Sediment/water
‘Anii-fouling y
Turbidity I
“Nutrients compartments
Recruitment
% Con [ reenimen T
3 ‘ I
g Food web changes
2
Population level changes
‘Sediment in community
~Change in ransport, distribution, composition
elgrain and interactions
Change in spatial
distibution of habitat;
Loss of bird nesting habitat
a @ ENERaY

S
12/19/2013

Phytoplankton,

in curent velociy, macroalgae,
tidal flushing, reduced macrophytes
wave height; change

In wiater circulation Distuption of
egg flarval transport;
Animal movements

‘Sedimentwater
biogeachemistry

e ]

Food web changes I

Population level changes

Antifouling
Coatings
Oils, lubricants

Sediment in community
-Change in transport, distribution, composition
bottom type/grain and interactions
Size; kX
~Chronic bottom
disturbance

Change in spatial
distribution of habitat;
Loss of bird nesting habitat

o @

Phytoplankton,

+in current velocity, macroalgae,

tidal lushing, reduced macrophytes

wave height; change

In water circulation Disruption of
egg flarval ansport;

Waler qualily Animal movements

“Hypoxic stress
Salini ‘Sedimentwater
biogeochemistry

T

‘ Food web changes I

Population level changes
in community
~Change in transport, distribution, composition
and interactions

T

Antifouling
Coatings
Oils, lubricants

Habitat Effects

Change in spatial

distribution of habitat
Loss of bird nesting habitat

¢ Interaction of the MHK array with existing impacts from
other anthropogenic stressors

K GEE
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Shippin,
B Construction & Development

technologies

eInconclusive results
*Need to understand incremental increase in impacts
to do cumulative analysis

(@ ENERGY

- Exposure of ecological receptors
based on species life history and
ecology

i st st

Source:Guidelines for Ecological Risk Assessment (EPA, 1998)

a8

S
12/19/2013

MHK technologies
— Resources and potential impacts
vary by technology and project location
= Interaction of MHK technology with
existing stressors not well understood
- Could be additive, synergistic, or offsetting

potential stressor(s) identified in
CMs

-Work by other labs will quantify
changes in key environmental
concerns (EMF, hydrology,
sediment dynamics, noise)

[P ——

i st st

===

Source: Guidelines for Ecological Risk Assessment (EPA, 1998)

-

(@ ENERGY

-What are the potential ecological
effects that can be expected based
on the level of exposure

i st st

-Currently being investigated by
multiple labs

Source: Guidelines for Ecological Risk Assessment (EPA, 1998)

a8
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device density function
« blade strike {KPDF) uses animal
¢ Noise

Determine behavioral effects- disruption of migratory behavior,
increased energetic costs associated with movement, and the artificial
reef effect

Both are critical to understanding risk.

Models- empirical and mechanistic

Dogfish during night
with cable off

KPDF shading shows the probability density surfaces for
£ 95% (dark grey), 75% (mid grey) and 50% (white).

Empirical Models

Dogfish during night
with cable on

Kernel probability

movement data to
statistically generate
probability estimates of
fish density in a given
location

Source: Gill, AB., Huang, Y.,
Gloyne-Philips, 1., Metcalfe,
3., Quayle, V., Spencer, J. &
Wearmouth, V. (2009),

-

@

*Inadequate for predicting changes in risk (i.e. exposure and behavioral
effects) associated with different device designs, locations, and spatial
configurations of device arrays.

sIntegrates fish behavioral responses with computational fluid
dynamics (CFD) modeling to forecast fish movement trajectories.

*Quantify the exposure of fish to MHK devices and to determine how/if
they affect fish behavior (stressor effects).

*The NFS has been used to test hypotheses about fish movements in
response to dam operations and to predict fish trajectories through
alternative fish bypass designs.

Models animal movements based on various decision rules about how
individual organisms respond to changing environmental variables.

Complex IBMs are highly data intensive and require more information
on ecological processes than is typically available for an MHK
development site.

Cost to collect the necessary data is likely to be prohibitive.

1. Computational fluid dynamics model the describes flow upstream and
downstream of the device

2. Particle tracking model that simulates the movements of individual fish

3. Fish behavior model that codes for fish behavioral responses to the
changing flow field. The behavior model code is based on established
biological models of fish movement in response to hydrodynamic cues.

Go to "Insert (View) | Header and Footer" to add your organization, sponsor, meeting

name here; then, click "Apply to All"
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Pacific Northwest National Lab

Oak Ridge National Lab
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S. 0. Conte Anadromous Fish Research Laboratory
Connecticut River, Turners Falls, Massachusetts

Alex Haro

S.O. Conte Anadromous Fish-Research Lébo’ratow (CAFRL
U. S. Geological Survey -
Turners Falls, Massachusetts, USA

Ongoing Research and Development of Hydrokinetic Turbines: Evaluating Data Gaps Relevant to USACOE
U.S. Army Engineer Research and Development Center, Vicksburg, Mississippi

Coastal and Hydraulics Laboratory

Main Conference Auditorium

29 February & 1 March 2012

Upstream passage projects (plus some downstream ones)

CAFRL Flume Complex 3 flumes: two 10 ft wide, one 20 ft wide
) § 125 ft long; 16 ft max. depth

HKT Testing:

¢ Hydraulic and mechanical testing
* Biological testing:

o <
) 2 — Evaluate major impacts of HKTs on fish: mortality,
Species we ; e
: injury
— Indirect impacts: delay, avoidance, effects on
_ «JL“( {‘(_k_( behavior
. o — Responses of upstream and downstream migrants
! L I

— Identify features of HKT design/siting that reduce
negative impacts

_ : ~<USGH




Some HKTs mechanically/hydraulically tested at the Conte Lab

Hydravolts Flipwiry- =

12/19/2013

New Energy Corporation Encurrent
EN-005-R5 Hydroturbine
CAFRL research funded by U.S. Department of
Energy & New Energy Corp.
Partners:

* Electric Power Research Institute

Encurrent EN-005-R5 HKT

* 2010 tests of fish avoidance
& mortality

* Test species: Atlantic salmon

smolts (downstream); adult

American shad (upstream)

Full-flow operation &

3 m/s water vel_ozi_ Tl

Direct measurement of strike, mortality &
behavior/avoidance:

¢ underwater video
o PIT telemetry

® “3”D acoustic telemetry

* Alden Research Lab

« Vertical axis Darrieus type

4 ¢ 5 kW max. output
* 74 rpm @ 3 m-s’t water

velocity
* Small-scale deployments at
i = T
remote sites ¢\»§|